When John Duns Scotus died at the young age of 42, seven centuries ago in 1308, he did not leave behind a completed body of work which would present his mature philosophical thought. Thus, the followers of Scotus were faced with the challenging task of interpreting the texts of the Subtle Docotr. Since Scotism became one of the most important schools of thought by the early modern period, the synthesis elaborated by the most famous of the commentators on Scotus"s philosophy Hugo Cavellus (1571-1626), Irish Franciscan and Archbishop of Armagh is of capital importance. Cavellus dedicated a considerable part of his commentary on the De Anima of Duns Scotus to the problems relating to the theory of the knowledge. Because of Cavellus"s central importance in seventeenth-century Scotism, his writings on doubt, evidence and certitude are noteworthy in terms of developments in modern thought .
2 1626, by the decision of Pope Urban VIII, he became Archbishop of Armagh and Primate of All Ireland. Cavellus died six months after being consecrated bishop and before being able to return to Ireland. He is buried in the College of St Isidore"s, 2 near to Luke Wadding and Antony Hickey.
Duns Scotus is known as the Doctor Subtilis and for good reason since he is one of the most difficult medieval authors to master. Not only that but the transmission of his writings present more than the usual problems of mistakes due to copying, etc. Like Richard FitzRalph (1300-60) a generation later (an Irishman but no friend of the Franciscans), Duns Scotus" approach to his writings seems to have been one of continual revision of a work in progress. As the editors of the 2006 edition of the Quaestiones de Anima write:
It is a striking fact that John Duns Scotus never achieved what in medieval terms was called an edition of any of his works … Scotus" writings rather survived his death in multiple stages of revision; as he moved from one teaching assignment to another he typically continued to rework his expression, transfer materials from one work into another, rearrange parts of the text and arguments, devise new or extra arguments perhaps meant to be interpolated into a final version and which were written in the margins of surviving manuscripts, etc.
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His subtlety consists in a microanalysis of arguments, the listing of authorities for and against, the adoption of provisional positions and conclusions deferred. Scotus"s early death from plague (he was roughly 43 years of age) in the middle of a very successful academic career, which had seen him lecturing at Cambridge, Oxford and Paris, his papers were put together in a somewhat haphazard fashion by his companions and this included notes for revision but also passages which Scotus had himself deleted.
McCaughwell had to make editorial decisions and this involved cutting through a Gordian knot of textual incongruities and so deleting, adding, selecting. The result, together with the work of Hickey and Wadding was the edition of the Opera Omnia of Duns Scotus which became the textus vulgatus and which still nearly 400 years later is the only complete edition available, although admittedly given the pace at which recent critical editions are appearing this may not be the case for much longer. Indeed, only last year a modern edition came out of the Quaestiones De Anima. 4 But Cavellus" aims went beyond mere editing. He realised that the thought of Scotus is one of the most difficult or subtle of the main scholastic thinkers and so he provided commentaries where the Scotist tradition was represented and expounded. As Martin McNamara puts it:
He went to great pains, especially in his edition of Opus Oxoniense, to help the student to understand Scotus more easily. Much of what he did in this respect deserves the highest commendation, and must have caused him very many hours of exacting work. Before each Quaestio he cites the places in which other theologians treated of the same subject: at the beginning of the Quaestiones and often in the margins he referred the reader to those places in which Scotus dealt with a matter of a similar kind; he divided up the text and inserted summaries in italics of the matter immediately following; he had the scriptural references cited 2 "In hoc collegio": the reference is to the Irish College of S. In particular Cavellus transmitted the thoughts of the great writers from the previous generation in the sixteenth century. Since he had studied at Salamanca he was imbued in that tradition and brought it with him to his teaching and writing. As a result he is more than an exponent of Duns Scotus" thought. The Thomist tradition as mediated through Suarez also is treated by him with respect. Underneath all of this structure is the personal thought of an acute philosopher and theologian who has been taken somewhat for granted and yet is there at the elbow of those who read Scotus in the centuries which followed. (Dublin 1988) . pp. 61-101; p. 82: Thóg Mac Aingil de dhua air féin téacs áirithe de Scotus a bhí á chur in eagar aige ar leagan amach i slí go mbeadh ord an téacs féin mar chabhair don léitheoir agus don mhac léinn. Rinne sé é sin ach go háirithe leis an eagrán de na Sententiae san Opus Oxoniense. Roimh gach Quaestio tugann sé na háiteanna ina ndéanann diagairí eile cur síos ar an ábhar céanna. Ag tús an Quaestio, agus go minic sna himill, tugann sé tagairtí do áiteanna eile in ndéanann Scotus ceist ghaolmhar a phlé. Bhris sé suas an téacs i ranna agus chuir sé insteach i gló iodálach achoimrithe de ábhar na roinne a bhí díreach le teacht. Chuir sé téacsanna na Scrioptúir ar bhain Scotus úsáid astu i gló eile a bhí éagsúil ó chló an téacs féin. Ag deireadh eagrán na nAbairtí chuir sé insteach innéacs de phríomhábhair thráchtaireacht Scotuis ar na Sententiae agus innéacs (Indiculus) de na háibhair sna himleabhair a bhfuil baint acu le rúndiamhra an chreidimh agus leis na conspóidí a bhfuil trácht ag Scotus orthu. De evidentia, il y a des idées qui rappellent, en les devançant, celles de Descartes, notamment sur les songes, le sommeil, la certitude des sens; on dirait, en lisant cet auteur, que Descartes a pris dans ces prédésseurs une foule de théories particulières, sans les modifier, sinon par la place même qu"il leur donne dans la vaste organisation de la philosophie. . Section 6 is entitled "On evidence and certitude", and in it Cavellus begins by stating that the intellect clearly and evidently knows its object when it clearly sees the connection between the subject and the predicate, either immediately through the terms themselves, or through a middle term, or by means of something better known (notius). He continues that evidence is something essential to, or at least a proper attribute of a clear act of the understanding. 10 Evidence is threefold: moral; physical; and, metaphysical.
Moral evidence, he states, is when some eminent people, who are trustworthy, assert something which should be believed in accordance with the rules of prudence. The mysteries of faith obtain the highest level of this evidence because these are asserted by holy men who agree among themselves and are confirmed by many miracles. However, one can only speak of "evidence" here in a qualified sense (secundum quid) because the revelation which it leads to, is, taken in itself, not evident but unclear (obscura). Physical evidence is when something is clearly known from physical principles, such as when there is great heat fire is known to be there. However, sometimes what appears physically evident is not always so, as is clear in the case of the sacrament of the Eucharist. Metaphysical evidence is when, by means of metaphysical principles, a thing is seen so clearly, or known, that it is impossible for things to be otherwise and it is impossible for something false to be concealed under this evidence.
Cavellus continues that some people are of the view that the evidence by which it is believed in far-off lands that "Rome exists" 11 , is not moral evidence but physical evidence, since it is not any less evident that "fire produces heat". However, this is foolishly asserted (inepte dicitur), for it is impossible for fire not to produce heat, and if a miracle does not impede it, when fire is applied it necessarily produces heat. Again, without any miracle fire can reduce Rome to ashes and then for Rome not to exist. Moreover, it would be foolish to deny that the act by which Rome is known to exist, is human faith but to say instead that it is certain knowledge (scientificum). Those who do not see Rome believe that it exists only through human witnesses and not through any middle term or combination of terms.
In his answer (Dico primo) Cavellus states "our intellect through its own powers evidently knows first principles and the conclusions which can be demonstrated from these, and the truths known through experience … as Aristotle states (Metaphysics II, Stone also notes that Suarez argues that moral certainty admits of degrees, e.g., high (maior) and low (minor) which is also followed here by Cavellus. text 1) "the first principles are known to all like the doorway in a house"". 12 The knowledge of the conclusion depends upon the evidence of the principle together with a good inference depends and this is obtained naturally and evidently. Concerning what is known through experience, Cavellus states "that which always or nearly always happens is a natural effect from a cause which is not free and this cause can only produce the effect determined by nature. Since, therefore, we always experience that fire heats, we infer that what it does has been imposed on it by nature; and thus this truth is known evidently."
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Cavellus continues: note that whenever the conclusion is known through experience, such as "The moon is frequently eclipsed" (an example taken from the Posterior Analytics), this is recognised through a principle which is known in itself and which is the cause, namely, "An opaque body when placed in front of a luminous body darkens the transparent medium". This method is termed the analytical method (modus resolutivus) and it aims at a principle which is known in itself and which enables the conclusion to be demonstrated.
14 Sometimes this resolution is not possible and the mind remains at the level of experiential knowledge only so that no cause is clear. The example given is "a certain kind of plant is always spicy" which cannot be metaphysically evident since it does not exclude the possibility of an underlying falsity.
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A number of objections and responses now follow: 1. That by which the truth is represented, namely the species, is changeable since it comes from a changeable object. Again, the subject, namely the soul, is capable of error. Therefore, there is no evident or immutable truth in them. Cavellus replies: The species even if it is changeable in its being, represents in an unchanging way, just as a painted image, even though it can be destroyed, still unchangingly represents its prototype. As regards the changeability of the soul, he replies that it is not changeable as regards error, or regarding the information from terms, or the conclusions which can be drawn from them when the evidence is gained through a syllogistic inference. 2. A species can represent itself, as itself, or as an object; the latter is something which happens in dreams. Therefore, there is no evidence or certitude because if the species represents itself as an object this is incorrect and we are unable to discern when it is so or when it does so. Cavellus replies: it is not the species but the phantasm which represents itself as an object in dreams. However, he continues, it may be objected that the intellect can err because of the representation in the imagination, as is clear in dreams and delirium. For this reason cognition is not evident. His reply is that the intellect evidently knows that a lower power does not err regarding its object when the power is correctly used, unless the power is indisposed, and the intellect knows when it is indisposed, such as in the examples given. For, he says, I do not state that the aforementioned truths are always known without error because it can happen that in dreams the opposite of a first principle will appear; and yet it is not thus that this is not known per se. 6 3. The third objection is that the species of the terms of the first principles depends upon the senses and these are often deceived; therefore so also is the assent of the intellect concerning first principles. Cavellus replies: if the intellect depends upon the services and functions of the senses in the acquiring of species, it does, however, make use of the senses through its own power when it composes and divides. So it is that an error of the senses does not impede the intellect, such as when, for example, sight when deceived judges that which is the whole to be less than that which is a part; but the intellect is not deceived on this account in stating that the whole is greater than the part.
Cavellus continues: I state that we have evident and certain information (notitia) concerning our acts; for example, that we are awake, that we are seeing, etc. and given that it is possible for there to be an illusion due to the object, or to the medium, or to an organ, this does not prevent us from knowing certainly and evidently that such acts are in us. 16 In reply to Augustine"s statement that "no real truth is to be expected from the senses because they change unceasingly" Cavellus answers that indeed truth is not be had from the senses but rather from the intellect regarding their operations. An objection then followed based upon the sceptical argument of the apparently broken stick in water, to which Cavellus replies that the intellect clearly knows that sight is wrong here by means of the proposition "no hard thing is broken by something which is soft and yielding to its touch". Similarly, through the proposition "when one quantity matches up to another they are equal", the same quantity can be applied to a seen quantity both near and far-off and so what is seen at a distance is not less than something near. Thus the intellect evidently judges by means of the species of the terms of the proposition, even if the species are taken from an erring sense.
He continues and notes that certainty is twofold: a) the first which arises from the evidence of the object and from it reaches the highest point in understanding; b) the second arises from the infallibility or veracity of the witness. The latter if it derives from the testimony of God, is more certain in itself than the former because it is more perfect knowledge; the former, however, because it is clearer permits the subject in which it is to hesitate less concerning the truth.
He notes that certitude like evidence can be either moral, physical, or metaphysical. Thus, different levels of certainty can be assigned. For inasmuch as the act is more evident in natural things, the more certain it is. However, whereas faith may be the one thing most certain to the believer in this life because of the assent which is given, because of its lack of clarity, it does not exclude doubt from the point of view of the understanding. It is in this way, says Cavellus, that Aquinas is to be understood when he states that the assent of faith in itself is more certain that the act of knowledge, but not from our perspective (quoad nos).
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Section 10 is entitled: "Concerning opinion, faith, doubt, suspicion and apprehension -how do they differ?" Cavellus begins by stating that opinion is an act of the intellect which is deduced from intrinsic principles which do not evidently show what is the truth or falsity, such as this conclusion: "Quantity is distinct from the size of a thing". The intellect can assent or dissent from this. It differs from faith since this relies upon the testimony of the speaker even when this is divine faith, under which it is impossible for falsity to lie concealed 7 He divides opinion is into probable and improbable; the latter relies upon sufficient reasons so that following them is not judged to be acting imprudently; the former, on the contrary, because it relies upon many and more efficacious arguments, is a more probable opinion. 18 However, Cavellus states "in conscience it is sufficient to follow the probable (convincing), nor are you bound to follow the more probable (probabilior) nor the safer (tutior)". 19 He continues: it can happen that the less safe is the more probable, such as if there were many reasons excusing someone from making restitution, yet it would be safer (tutius) to make restitution. He concludes: "you can follow the probable opinion of others against your own opinion, but then you are more properly following human faith."
Human faith is assent on the account of the testimony of a man, and it barely differs from opinion because both rely upon an unclear fallible middle term (medio obscuro fallibili). In order to be able to follow this in conscience, the witnesses must be worthy of trust (fide digni); for the person who believes swiftly, is credulous. However, it differs from opinion in firmness, because it often excludes all apprehensiveness (formido), such as when I believe that the world existed before me, or that Rome exists. And thus faith is in between knowledge and opinion, because faith has apprehension with it, opinion does not.
Doubt or hesitation is an act by which it is judged that neither side can be definitively adhered to, because the intellect does not find a greater link between the terms (connexio extremorum) on this side rather than on the other. If no act is forthcoming, the doubt will be a negative one, (i.e., because there is an absence of sufficient evidence). It differs from apprehensiveness because this is a reflexive act, by means of which one judges that the opposite is perhaps more likely (verius) and does not exclude assent to one side. Thus, when there is apprehension regarding the opposite, it is right and permitted to do something, but not in the case of doubt.
If, however, one is doubtful because of intrinsic principles, one can follow the other side through extrinsic principles, for example, through the judgments of others. If it is legitimate to follow the opinion of others against ones own opinion, then so much more will it be permissible when you only doubt. Cavellus says that here again you are (2000), pp. 114-157; p. 116n: "Probabilism is a doctrine that states that in a case of moral perplexity an agent can act on "either" horn of the dilemma provided that it can be shown that the opinion selected is "probable", i.e., supported by authoritative arguments and judgments of reputable authorities. A further implication of the thesis is the view, so often the object of criticism, that in doing so an agent can reject the requirements of the more probable alternative and simply act on the probable opinion." The doctrine seems to derive ultimately from derived from the endoxa of Aristotle in Topica I, i: Generally accepted opinions are those which commend themselves to all or to the majority of the wise -that is, to all of the wise or to the majority or to the most famous and distinguished of them. 19 Diuiditur in probabilem et improbabilem; illa nititur ita sufficientibus rationibus, vt sequens eam non censeatur imprudenter agree; haec e contra, quo efficaciores, & plures sunt rationes, eo probabilior est opinion. & e contra. Sed in conscientia sufficit sequi probabilem nec teneris ad probabiliorem, neque ad tutiorem ... . [p. 640b]. It is interesting that Cavellus in subscribing to probabilism is following the views of some of the Jesuit theologians which he often likes to quote, namely Vasquez, Sancius, Azor and Suarez and departs from what will be the position of other Irish Franciscans at Louvain. The doctrine was not an uncontroversial one as M. Stone points out in "Moral Philosophy and the Conditions of Certainty: Descartes"s Morale in Context", pp. 522-23: In 1655 the Louvain theologians condemned probabilism; and the followers of Jansenius adopted tutiorism or rigorism (a doctrine traced back to Innocent III "in dubiis via est tutior eligenda") and rejected here also by Cavellus. In the eighteenth century, Franciscans tended to be probabiliorists, again rejected here by Cavellus. not required to follow the safer course; just as you are not when you follow someone else"s opinion against your own.
Cavellus makes a further distinction between speculative and practical doubt. As an example of speculative doubt he gives the following: someone doubts whether a thing found among inherited things is theirs. An example of practical doubt follows: Is it permissible to keep such a thing? Cavellus states that it is permissible to act with a speculative but not with a practical doubt.
Finally, Cavellus writes that suspicion is an act by which someone conjectures that someone else has attempted or done this or that, but it seems it does differ from opinion. So it is that it is probable or improbable, such as when an opinion is said to be unadvised when based upon a weak foundation.
Conclusion
To date Aodh Mac Aingil the poet is better known than Hugo Cavellus, philosopher and theologian, editor of Duns Scotus. For someone who began his university education in his early 30s Cavellus achieved a considerable amount in his twenty years or so as a teacher and writer. I have merely touched upon one theme here and there are many others still to be explored in the other disputationes on the substance of the soul, the corporeal powers of the soul and on the separated soul. For example in Disputatio II, Sect. 9 De visu, there are a number of dubia on the nature of light, colour and vision. From the initial study here something has emerged of Cavellus" own positions such as his support for the moral doctrine of probabilism.
A large number of Mac Aingil"s former pupils went out to lecture in philosophy and theology throughout Europe. Thomas Fleming was a lecturer in philosophy in Aachen and in Cologne, Patrick Fleming who began as a lecturer in St Isodore"s College in Rome, returned to Louvain, and then went on to Prague. Didacus Gray who was professor in Cologne; and the person who of them all was the most influential and ablest of them, Anthony O"Hickey was lecturer in Louvain, in Aachen, in Cologne and then eventually a professor in theology in St Isodore"s College in Rome. Throughout the centuries which followed, whenever scholars read the works of Duns Scotus in Wadding"s edition of the Opera Omnia, they also read Cavellus.
It is fair to say that a more balanced assessment of Cavellus" contribution is now becoming more common among scholars. Rather than merely supplying some helpful notes to reading Scotus, the importance of Cavellus"s contribution to the Scotist school is becoming clearer as we begin to appreciate the context in which he worked. Scholars are beginning to recognize the importance of later Scholasticism, its concern with analysis and technical sophistication which as University philosophy formed the background for the popular presentation of similar themes in writers such as Descartes. Although Mac Aingil is not an easy author to approach at first but he is, unlike some others thinkers of the modern age, someone who more than repays time spent in his company.
